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OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Government Center, 77 Park Street
Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703

508-223-2222 - Fax 508-222-3046
Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested

Mr. David O. Lederer
United States EPA - Region t
One Congress Street
Suite I I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114 - 2023

:    !i ,

RE: Shpack Superfund Site Remedial Action Plan Proposal

Dear Mr. I.ederer:

As President of the Attleboro Municipal Council, I am along with my colleagues,
Councilors Peter Blais, Robert Schoch, Carolyn Tedino, Kate Jackson, Frank Cook, Brian
Kirby, George Ross and Kim Allard writing in support of the EPA Region. We preferred
cleanup alternative (plan SC-2B) for the Shpack Superfund Site as presented by EPA,
Region I, at the public hearing held on 4 August 2004.

After reviewing the overview handout distributed by EPA at the public hearing, and as a
City official concerned with the health and safety of our residents, the environment in
which they live, and the economic well-being of our business community, we concur that
SC- 2B, rather than SC-3B, is the right choice to insure protection of human health,
safety and the environment, and to do so in a cost effective manner. We have come to
this conclusion based upon the following points:

As both SC-2B and SC-3B are protective of human health and the environment and
comply with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), and,

As EPA has a long standing precedent for preferring consolidation and capping at
Superfund landfill sites (Prexumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites,
EPA Guidance, 1993); including over 50 sites in New England and more than a dozen in
Massachusetts alone, and

As "presumptive remedies" are preferred technologies for common categories of sites
and can be expected to be applied at all appropriate sites unless unusual site-specific
circumstances exist, and
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As, after removal and off-site disposal of approximately 10,500 cubic yards of soil
containing radiological contaminants of concern above the cleanup levels, and
approximately 2250 cubic yards of dioxin and PCB contaminated sediment the Shpack
Supcrfund Site will not exhibit "unusual site-specific circumstances", and

As EPA guidance notes the CERCLA and NCP requires that a selected remedy must be
cost-effective, and

As both SC-2B and SC-3B are deemed protective, but SC-2B at an estimated cost of
$28.1 Million is also cost-effective, while SC-3B, at a estimated cost of $55.6 MiIlion is
unnecessarily expensive, and

As many of our local businesses, large and small, will likely be brought into the existing
Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) group as new members at a time when many arc
struggling economically to compete with off-shore low cost’labar, and

As SC-3B will necessitate the trucking of thousands more cubic yards of contaminated
soils over local roads whether in Attleboro or Norton, incurring not only added cost. but
increased heavy truck traffic, wear and tear on roads and potential risk, and

As both the EPA and the MADEP have found SC-2B to be the preferred remedy,

We supporl the EPA and MADEP preferred choice - SC-2B as the proper rcmedial
action plan for application at the Shpack Superfund Site.

---------------------- ---- 
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Christopher M. Quinn, M.D.
Health Officer

James P. Mooney, C.H.O.
Health Agent

Chades E. Flanagan
Deputy Health Agent

Jacqueline Joyai O’Brien, RN
Public Health Nurse

Nancy Daday
Solid Wasle Administrator
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HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Government Center, 77 Park Street

Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703-2355
508-223-2222 - Fax 508-222-3046

August 23, 2004

Mr. Dave Lederer
US EPA
! Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Written Comment on Proposed Cleanup Plan
Shpack Landfill Superfund Site
Norton, MA 02766

Dear Mr. Lederer:

After reviewing both clean up proposals the Attleboro Health Department supports
proposal SC-2B and acknowledges that the clean up will provide both short-term and
long-term protection of human health and the environment. The proposal does attain all
federal and state applicable environmental requirements by reducing the volume and
morbidity of contaminated soil and sediment while also providing permanent solutions by
removing all radioactive waste, dioxin and PCB-contaminated material from the site.
The acceptable proposal will eliminate exposure from the contaminated materials to dae
public by consolidating the remaining material beneath a multilayer cap.

The Department further recognizes the importance of providing public water service to
the two identified polluted residential wells at 59 and 68 Union Street, in Norton,
adjacent to the Shpack dump. However, a review of the proposed water line extension
from Norton to these residents falls short in fully protecting the public health by not
addressing the two contaminated wells in Attleboro located at 77 and 100 Peckham
Streets.
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The proposed 4000 foot extension of the water line down Union Street (in Norton) under
railroad line at a projected cost of $630,000.00 could be equally accomplished by
extending Attleboro water line 4200 feet doom Peckham Street to the residential units on
Union Street, Norton.

By eliminating the $125.000,00 cost of sending Norton’s water service under the railroad
line, and allowing for an eight inch service line it is reasonable to assume a savings while
providing relief for the two contaminated residential wells in Attlebom.

Both Mayor Kevin Dumas and acting superintendent Mike Burgess
have indicated their support for the water line extension.

Your review of this proposal is appreciated.

Ctwistopher Quirm, MD,
----------------- 

Health Agent
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Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
1 Congress Street
Suite ! 100(HBO)
Boston, Ma. 02114

(Of AffMmr , 2q a  a lquseffs
OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Government Center, 77 Park Street
Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703

508-223-2222 ° Fax 508-222-3046

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As an Elected Official, representing the entire City of Attleboro as an At-Large City Councilor, I
implore the acceptance and immediate implantation of EPA proposed plan SC-2B!

Not only is SC-2B protective and cost effective, it is ready to be implemented! This problem
began in 1946, informed as a possible site of buried contamination in 1978, addressed by the
D.O.E. in 1980, and for the last 24 years, more than a generation if interest, study, identification,
and potential Clean up have occurred. What affects have these contaminants had on residents
health for the past 58 years? How many more generations must be put at risk before action is
taken?

Let’s not delay Clean Up any longer!

Advocates can still pursue further action, study and funding, but lets not delay known
contaminates from being removed any longer!

Thank you for your attention of this matter,

-------------- --------------- ---------- 

Attleboro City Council
Councilor At-Large
8 Liberty Drive
South Attleboro, Ma.
0270508-399-6549



August 23, 2004

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE }lOUSE, BOSTON 02133-I 020

Mr. Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Written Comment on Proposed Cleanup Plan
Spack Landfill Superfund Site
Norton, MA 02766

Dear Mr. Lederer:

The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site has been thoroughly studied by the Environmental
Protection Agency over a number of years. I support their conclusion that alternative
solution SC-2B is the most appropriate cleanup plan. The Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection also supports this conclusion.

Removing the most harmful substances and capping the remainder is a solution that will
allow for recreational usage for the site. This is a remedy that has been used successfully
in Attleboro both at Finberg Field and more recently at the Balfour River Walk.

Alternative SC-2B avoids the inherent dangers associated with trucking much more
material offsite. Capping the site will avoid additional public safety traffic concerns and
public health hazards resulting from airborne contaminants that are associated with
removal of more materials from the site.

The greater cost associated with completely removing all tainted soil and materials arc
not insignificant. Undoubtedly, there would be an attempt to apportion thc cost among
numerous additional private and public parties including the Town of Norton and the City
of Attleboro. Such an attempt would not go without legal challenge that would further
delay and adequate cleanup process for years to come.
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I also support the Attleboro Health Department’s proposal to extend public water service
from Attleboro to homes with polluted wells on Peckham Street in Attleboro and Union
Street in Norton. As a result of extending water line from Attleboro you reach the
polluted wells in both communities rather than just in Norton. You also save $125,000
because the water line does ~mt have to be extended under the rat lroad tracks.

Your time and consideration in this matter is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Representative John A. Lepper
Assistant Minority Whip
Second Bristol District
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Heather A. Graf
Comments To EPA On Proposed Plan For Cleanup Of The Shpack Superfund Site
From The Ad Hoc Shpack Technical ConLmittee

The Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee was appointed in July 2002, by the Norton
Board of Selectmen, to work with the US Army Corps of Engineers on Re Use
Scenarios for the Shpack Superfund Site

Members of the committee:
Jim Brown, Norton Board of Selectmen
Jennifer Carlino, Norton Conservation Director
Lt. Paul ScMeicher, Norton Fire & Rescue
Fred Watson, Norton Board of Health
Jeffrey Allen, Norton Resident/Environmental Engineer
Rosemary Dolan, Norton Resident/RN
Heather Graf, Norton Resident (30 years)/Coordinator Citizens Advisory Shpack Team
Colleen Hussey, Norton Resident/Attorney
Dr Richard Krumm, Norton Resident/Member CAST
Edwin Madera, Attleboro Resident/Engineer
Ron O’Reilly, Norton Resident (30 years)/Member Norton Conservation Commission,
Assistant Coordinator CAST

Ken Sejkora, Norton Resident/Environmental Engineer, Nuclear Power Plant

The committee held meetings between August 27, 2002 and January 27, 2003.
Present for these meetings were: the Project Manager for the Army Corps of Engineers,
representatives from the US ACE consulting group - Cabrera Services, a representative
from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Agency, and Project
Manager for the United States Environmental Protection Agency - Dave Lederer.

At the fast meeting the purpose and goals were outlined for the committee. It was stated
that the future use model scenario(s) chosen by the Corps would dictate the level of
cleanup at the site of the radiological contaminants.

Model scenarios went from the most conservative - Residential Use, to the most liberal -
Passive Recreation III, with two other passive recreation uses in between. It was
emphasized that the committee should consider future uses that would be considered
"Reasonable".

After the committee had met on five occasions, with members having volunteered a
considerable amount of time (away from their jobs), having engaged in a great deal of
discussion and a concerted effort by all to reach agreement, the Reuse Scenario for the
Site was selected. It was Passive Recreation II. This model assumed -
That the site would be maintained by the Norton Conservation Commission, for thc Town
of Norton, as Open Space Conservation Land.
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The Use - Passive Recreation II - Assumes persons on site - hiking & camping (including
digging on site latrines), gathering of plant foods (i.e. - berries, grapes etc.), hunting,
trapping, & harvesting of aquatic foods (including, but not limited to - fish, snails,
mollusks, crustaceans, frogs, eels, turtles & other reptiles). Without an on site well or
community gardens.
Exposure pathways: Inhalation - dust & volatile chemicals, Ingestion - plant (natural),
soil, meat & aquatic foods (as described above), ExtemaI exposure - dermal absorption
from soil & water contact.
All passive recreation models assume the average amount of time spent on site to be
approximately 250 hours per person, per year.

This Re Use Model chosen by the committee was accepted by the Project Manager for
the Army Corps of Engineers and their consultants (Cabrera Services) - who had
educated the committee and worked with its members in the Reuse Selection Process.

It should be noted here that the Project Manager for the EPA did attend all the joint
meetings between the Corps & Cabrera and the committee. The only input from Dave
Lederer, EPA’s PM was a letter to me (as chairperson of the committee) dated November
1,2002 requesting that I clarify for committee members references made by Cabrera in
their presentation at the October 21, 2002 meeting. (For letter - See Attachment Page 5)
Please explain the rationale for this letter.
At the time, it did not appear to be a bad omen. Especially since Mr. Lederer consistently
maintained that, if anything, EPA’s standards were higher/stricter than the Corps.
Therefore, we could expect a greater level of cleanup would be demanded by the US
Environmental Protection Agency- in their plan for remediation of the Shpack Superfund
Site.
Based on EPA’s Proposed Plan, it is now apparent that these statements were not only
misleading, but false.

Having been fully engaged in this process, with EPA & the Corps for 4 & ’A years,
working closely with the project managers (and in the case of the ACE - their consul "tant,
Cabrera), I felt confident I was well informed, as did others who attended the t3 public
meetings in Norton from February I, 2000 to November 20, 2003.
The presentation from Mr. Lederer was consistent throughout. First the Army Corps
would excavate and dispose of(offsite) all the radiological waste. Then the EPA (after
negotiations with the PRP Group) would move to Phase II - that being to clean up the
rest of the mess (volatile, inorganic & organic compounds, carcinogenic chemicals and
heavy metals (including arsenic).

While I do not recall there being any written commitment to off site disposal of the
chemical & heavy metal waste, neither did the EPA PM ever utter the word "CAP",
that is until the 11 t~ hour in June 2004, when the EPA’s "’consolidate & cover" proposal
(leaving the contaminants on site) came to light for the first time and was announced as
their plan.
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The only time the word "CAP" was used, it was by the Project Manager for the Corps,
and I’m sure Mr. Lederer will recall (if he allows himself to) the reaction that received.
We pounced on the ACE PM for even mentioning the word relative to the Shpack Site.

Was the EPA forthright in its dealings with the community? NO.
In 4 & ½ years time and 13 public meetings, did the EPA Project Manager discuss the
various options that would be considered for their end ofthe cleanup deal? NO.
Did the Environmental Protection Agency even factor in the intended Re Use of the site,
as the Army Corps had done? NO. Was the EPA fully aware of what the Town of
Norton’s intended use was for the Shpack Superfund Site, after cleanup? YES.

According to the Environmental Protection Agency’s directive - "Land use in the
CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection Process" 5/25/95 "The EPA believes that early
community involvement, with a particular focus on the community’s future uses of the
property should result in a more democratic decision-making process: greater communib’
support for remedies selected as a result of this process; and more expedited, cost-
effective cleanups.’"
The Superfund Land Use Directive states that in cases where future land use is relatively
certain, the remedial action objective(s) generally should reflect this land use."
Further - "EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable assumptions regarding land
use are considered in the selection of a response action.’"

With regard to the Shpaek Superfund Site, the Environmental Protection Agency has
totally ignored its own stated objectives and directives. Why?

The short answer to what has gone terribly awry here is - We were duped, either
intentionally over a long period of time, or suddenly when it came time to crunch thc
numbers and deal with the cost (in both time & money) - to finally rid the EPA of this
decades old embarrassing gite, and de-list it in this fiscal year.

It appears that somewhere along the line, or perhaps from the get go, The EPA bailed out
on its commitment to the Town of Norton, in favor of a plan that the Shpack Steering
Committee (PRP Group) would endorse.
Although "Community Acceptance" is supposed to be at least a part of the modifying
criteria for EPA’s selection of a response action, PRP acceptance is not listed as a criteria
item at all.

What led the Environmental Protection Agency in this direction?
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Was the EPA afraid that if they sought a decent (costlier) level of cleanup, that some or
all of the six PRP companies might "Walk", forcing EPA to pursue court action?
Come on... $50 million is not an unreasonable sum to expect these companies (Texaco,
Conoco, Texas Instroanents, Waste Management, Swank, and Handy & Harman) to
"pony up" for rernediation of the Shpack Superfund Site.

So... a little negotiation would be in order. We were always led to believe this would
need to occur, and take perhaps a year or two.

Negotiations? Members of the Shpack Steering Committee must be jumping for joy over
EPA’s SC-2b Plan. It is the quickest, easiest, least costly proposal of any, that could be
considered a reasonable option.

Was the $28.1 option also EPA’s Preferred Alternative in order to avoid the extra step of
approval from EPA’s National Headquarters in Washington DC (necessary for a cleanup
projected to cost over $30 million)? That sounds extremely adolescent. Certainly, having
Congressman Barney Frank, as well as Senators Edward Kennedy & John Kerry in our
court, could (and will) simplify matters there.

Please address these questions/issues and try to make a leRitimate case for EPA’s
Preferred Alternative SC-2b.

And please do not just repeat the lame excuse that this option will in fact provide
"both short and long term protection of human health and the environment."
Or at the very least - explain in detail how EPA can justify this position.

All things considered, we do not believe the US Environmental Protection Agency can
make an adequate case to defend their choice of the SC-2b Alternative as an acceptable
Response Action or substantiate claims that the SC-3b Cleanup is not warranted for thhe
Shpack Superfund Site.

Heather A. Graf, Cl~r~tn
Ad Hoc Shpack Tecb.l~cal Committee



August 25, 2004
Heather A. Graf, Citizens Activist
229 N. Worcester St.
Norton, MA 02766
Ph. (508) 226 -0898
FAX (508) 226 - 2835

Dave Lederer
US EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Comments On EPA’s Proposed Plan For The Shpack Superfund Site -

Personal -
My husband & I have lived in Norton for 30 years. Our home is a little over two miles
from the Shpaek Site, so the term NIMBY is not applicable.

Town of Norton’s Resolve -
Cleanup of this site is not a neighborhood issue. This toxic waste dump is a menace that
has plagued the Town of Norton for 26 years, since radioactive waste was discovered
there in 1978.
Residents of the town are united and steadfast in their opposition to the Environmental
Protection Agency’s "Preferred Alternative, SC-2b", and adamant in demanding the
SC-3b Alternative be selected in EPA’s Record of Decision (ROD), for cleanup of the
Shpack Superfund Site.
Be assured, as was stated at EPA’s Public Hearing on August 4, 2004 - when Robert
Kimball (Chairman of the Norton Board of Selectmen) read the "Position Paper For "Ihe
Town of Norton" - "’Neither the EPA nor the PRP Group should underestimate Norton’s
resolve. We will exhaust all regulatory, political, and legal means possible to effect the
SC-3b solution."

Political Support-
On the political level the Town of Norton has the support of Congressman Barney Frank,
State Senator JoAnn Sprague, State Representatives Mike Coppola, Betty Poirier & Phil
Travis (all of whom testified at the August 4, 2004 Public Hearing and submitted
responses in writing as well).

Legal Aid -
To our advantage, the same attorney who has been on the Shpack case since the
beginning, is still working for the firm which is under contract as Norton’s Town
Counsel.



August 25, 2004 H. Grafto D. Lederer Page 2

War Chest -
The Town of Norton is adding funds to the Shpack Legal Account to create a war chest,
should we be forced into a legal battle with the EPA, members of the PRP Group, or any
other entity, which would try to deny the Town its right to the SC-3b Remedy of the
Shpack Superfund Site.
We will also be prepared to engage any adversary in a dispute over the Town of Norton’s
responsibility to contribute funds for Phase I1 - the cleanup of the Shpaek Site.
The Town’s resolve to effect the SC-3b Solution will not be compromised by threats
from anyone - that if Norton insists upon the higher level of cleanup, the Town will be
slapped with the burden of sharing the cost of that cleanup.

PRP List -
Contrary to testimony at the August 4, 2004 Publie Hearing, by Attleboro’s Health
Agent, Jim Mooney - The Town of Norton did not ever dump materials/waste at the
Shpack Dump. Isadore Shpack would accept anything from anyone - in an attempt to fill
his wetland property for use as an apple orchard (which by the way he never achieved,
getting only so far as raising chickens?), and obviously some Norton residents took
advantage of a neighborhood dump to get rid of their trash. That does not make the Town
of Norton culpable, any more than the Town of Rehobeth, if some of its residents took
unwanted materials to the Shpack Dump.
In June 1981, at the urging of the US Department Of Energy (DOE), the Town of Norton
did purchase from Lea Shpaek (widow of Isadore, who died February I, 1979), the parcel
of land in Norton_ The $8,000 for the transfer of the property was provided to the Town
by Texas Instruments (TI) - the major contributor to contamination at the Shpack Site.
Mrs. Shpack had wisely refused to lease the property to the Department of Energy, she
insisted on selling (unloading) it. DOE convinced the Town that cleanup would be easier
to accomplish if the site were publicly, rather than privately owned. Norton agreed to
accept title to the property in the spirit of cooperation with the Department of Energy, to
facilitate the remediation process. The agreement did include a clause that the Town was
not responsible for the contamination of Shpack.
According to the Environmental Protection Agency’s spokesman at the time, and
reiterated by EPA’s current Project Manager - Norton was on the PRP list because
Superfund regulations require the owner of the property be named.
Residents of the Town of Norton have already endured far too much. The citizens of this
community have paid dearly for a highly contaminated toxic waste site - a monster that
they had no part in creating.
The "’R" in PRP stands for "Responsible". The Town of Norton, while being perhaps the
only member of the group acting "’responsibly"(as in good conscience) clearly was not
and is not - responsible for contamination of the Shpack Site.

Municipal Disputes-
According to Mr. Mooney, Atttleboro (the only person at the Public Hearing to speak in
favor of EPA’s Preferred Alternative), the contamination on the 2 & ½ to 3- acre lx)rtion
of the Shpaek Superfund Site which lies in Attleboro - is not very contaminated.
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Apparently the Attleboro Health Agent has not read reports by Cabrera Services
(Consultant for the US Army Corps of Engineers). The part of the Shpack site in
Attleboro, at the border with Attleboro Landfill Inc. (ALl) is highly contaminated.
Also Mr. Mooney stated that the City of Attleboro does not care if the portion of Shpack
within their city limits - gets cleaned up at all. Just covering it sounds fine, because
Attleboro has no intention of using the land. I’m not sure who Mr. Mooney is speaking
for here. Perhaps, with the Title of Health Agent, dealing with a new mayor and city
councilors - who know little, if anything about Shpaek, he has convinced some city
officials to accept this ridiculous position.
While I understand EPA must consider comments from Mr. Mooney, the same as from
the Norton Board of Health, arid responses from Attleboro residents, the same as from
those of us in Norton, keep in mind 6 of the 9 acres are in Norton. The majority of
residents affected by Shpack are in Norton. The stigma of the Shpack Superfund Site has
always been Norton’s. The burden of protecting the community from the negative
impacts of Shpaek has been Norton’s. When EPA considers "Community Acceptance"- it
must be weighted to favor the Town of Norton.
Also in a discussion with Garth Patterson (Congressman Barney Frank’s Office), we
agreed that a Superfund Site must be treated equally, all together as one. You cannot
draw a line in the sand (or swamp) at the Town/City Line.

Cleanup -
At least verbally, at a preview of the Environmental Protection Agency’s Preferred
Alternative, prior to the June 23,2004 Public Meeting, it was stated by a spokesperson for
EPA that a reason for not going with a higher level of cleanup was - because there is
migration from ALl into Shpaek. So... IfEPA has a barrel filled to the brim with
contaminated material, it should not be emptied, because there will likely be some more
bad stuffleaking into the barrel? Explain the logic in this.

Cleanup Cost -
It should be obvious that the Army Corps of Engineers wilt be doing the lion’s share of
the cleanup at Shpaek. "The spot is riddled with red dots, like a bad case of the measles."
fRed dots indicating radioactive waste). In professional terms - The radiological waste is
heterogeneously spread over the site. Also, for most of the site- the materials are not
separated between Rad. and Chemical/Heavy metals. It is all mixed up. When ACE
excavates and disposes of(offsite) all the radiologicaI waste, they will be taking with
them much of the contaminated soil that was supposed to be the responsibility of the
EPA/PRP Group to clean up.
Also there will be little, if any, "Commingled Waste" for EPA/PRP Group to deal with.
The estimates by ERM (consultant for the Shpack Steering Committee, AKA - PRP
Group) of the amount of material that will be left for the PRPs to remove are
exaggerated. And so are the estimated cost because it is figured as if the material is
"’Commingled Waste". Disposal fees are significantly higher for Commingled Waste.
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Even if the Army Corps could take away only ~e radiological material, the fact is this
agency of the US Government is assuming the responsibility of removing TI’s
contaminants.

Water Main -
EPA’s plan is to extend the town water main down Union Road to get the two houses
closest to Shpack offwell water, so the level of cleanup can be significantly reduced.
The cost of this water main is minimal, compared with the $70 million it saves between
Norton’s Preferred Alternative SC-3b (at approx. $50 million) and the highest level of
cleanup considered (at approx. $116 million).

Representatives for the Town of Norton - Bob Kimball (CH. Norton BOS) and myself, at
the preview ofEPA’s Propsed Plan in June 2004, agreed upon what we thought was a
very reasonable position: Accept the water main, do not insist on a level of cleanup which
included groundwater, compromise and settle for the $50 million (middle of the road)
alternative, which would dispose of all contaminated soil off site.
In hindsight, perhaps we should not have been so agreeable. By setting our sights and
goal at a lower level, EPA thought they could get away with the SC-2b "Consolidate &
Cap Plan". Be advised we will notbe so naive again.

We do see potential problems with the extension of the water main, that being in
increased development along Union Road near the Shpack Site. While EPA has proposed
"Institutional Controls" under their SC -2b plan, they cannot regulate development
surrounding the site. And while the Town can change zoning, to perhaps Heavy
Industrial, that would not decrease (in fact might increase) the number of individuals
coming to the area. In any case, a zoning change can be reversed at Town Meeting by a
simple 2/3 majority vote.

Contaminants at the Shpack Superfund Site -
According to a 3/20/80 article in the Norton patriot -"Health Inspector Joseph Grirnaldi
reported there are 200-300 barrels of PVC buried between two points on the site."
Reportedly, the PVC is residue from the Thompson Chemical fire which destroyed the
company in 1964. An abutter to the property - Louis Tetreault claims that the PVC was
poured on the site and later burned off.
According to a Sun Chronicle article 8/5/80 "While attention has been on the survey for
"hot spots’at the Shpack property recently, (US Rep..Margaret) Heckler said she has
been told by a US DOE official that any danger from radiation was "one millionth" the
potential hazard from chemical wastes in the dumping areas."

We do know that chemicals have a greater capacity to migrate in groundwater.
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Contaminants at Shpack See Attachment A
Other than some PCBs & Dioxin, which EPA proposes to remove from the site, and the
radiologieal waste the ACE will take away, given this horror list of toxic substances,
some known carcinogens - (Attachment A), does the EPA still maintain that their SC-2b
(Consolidate & Cover) Plan will in fact provide an acceptable level of protection for
human health and the environment?

EPA’s Record of Community Involvement -
The first meeting with EPA, ACE, DEP officials and representatives of the Town of
Norton was held December 20, 1999 (five days before Christmas). Could EPA - "The
Lead Agency for the Cleanup of the Shpack Superfund Site" have chosen a more perfect
time to ensure no one would give a damn about Shpaek? Surprise, some of us did.
Then there was the scheduling of the public meeting, to finally after 4 & ½ years advise
Norton residents of EPA’s ill advised Plan - June 23, 2004 (days after school recessed for
summer break). And the setting of the Public Hearing for August 4, 2004 (in a steamy
school cafeteria) - to deflect interest by any other than the very most hardy souls. The
public comment period from June 24 - August 25 couldn’t be much worse. Does
anyone, other than Heather Gra.f, not take at least one weeks vacation during that period?
How many individuals are going to spend any time trying to review EPA’s Shpack Plan,
(such a tedious task) during the summer months? And even for the willing, the material is
so voluminous, almost no one could do more than scan it. Even our expert Conservation
Director - Jennifer Carlino, was hard pressed to respond to even the Feasibility Study.
Forget about reviewing the 229 page text of the "Draft Baseline Ecological Risk
Assessment", prepared by EPA’s consultant - Metcalf& Eddy, dated June 14, 2004. In
addition to the 229 page text there are Figures, Tables & 3 Appendices - the volume is
5 &l/4 inches thick!
As for the 3 discs provided with the box loads of written material - the table of contents
on the discs is done in CODE.
The designations of alternatives: the EPA’s favorite SC-2b and Norton’s preferred plan
SC-3b were so similar, as to be totally confusing when trying to separate the two.
The power point presentation at the June 23, 2004 public meeting - with miniscule white
letters on black boxes was pathetic. One needed a magnifying glass to read what was
printed on the handouts. Try to copy - and use up an ink cartridge. Don’t even think about
FAXING! And the 12 page Proposed Plan handout was the most discombobulated of any
paper I have ever reviewed.
Whether in their timing or presentations, the US Environmental Protection Agency has
demonstrated an uncanny ability to make the process the least user friendly, the most
difficult & frustrating, and I do believe this was intentional.
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At the introduction to the Public Hearing August 4, 2004, the EPA’s Hearing Officer -
Susan Studlien said the hearing was being conducted to receive testimony on The
_Proposed REMEDY For the Shp~k Superfund Site. The SC-2b Plan is not a REMEDY!

If the US Environmental Protection Agency insists on the SC-2b Plan, it will be apparent
that the name of your agency is an oxymoron.

Heather A. Graf



CONTAMINANTS , SHPACK & ALI (ATTLEBORO LANDFILL INC.)

Nuclear Regulatory Commission / November 1978 SHPACK
Principal Radioactive Compounds Above Natural Background Levels:
Uranium - 234, Uranium - 235, Uranium - 238
Radium - 226

Department Of Environmental Quality Engineering I March 1980
Elevated Levels Of Heaw Metals In Soil:
Lead, Arsenic, Chromium, Copper, Cadmium, Nickel, Zinc

SHPACK

Department Of Environmental Quality Engineering /November 1980 SHPACK
Chemicals Detected In Groundwater Above EPA Maximum Contamination Level For
Drinking Water:
1.2.- dichlorethylene, trichlorethylene, tetraehloroethylene

US Environmental Protection Agency I May 1982 SHPACK
Soil & Groundwater- Several Volatile Organic Priority Pollutants Detected

US EPA & Roy F. Weston Technical Assistance Team / August 1989 SHPACK
Presence Of Chemicals In Surface Water Samples At Concentrations Exceeding "EPA
Ambient Water Quality Criteria For Protection Of Human Health":
Vinyl chloride, benzene, 1.2.- dichlorethene, aroctor- 1248

US EPA & Weston 1 November 1989 SHPACK
Soil Samples Confirmed Presence Of :
Volatile Organic Compounds, Semi-volatile Organic Compounds, Polychlorinated
Biphenyts (PCBs)

DUMPED ON SITE SHPACK, 1946- 1966:
Waste Oil, Degreasing Solvents, Iron, Cyanide, Heavy Metals, Precious Metal Refining
Waste, Resins, Organics, Depleted Uranium, Vinyl Chloride

GHR ENGINEERS OF NEW BEDFORD / March 25, 1980
SHPACK & ATTLEBORO LANDFILL (ALl)
Samples Collected From I0 Observation Wells On ALI Prope.rty On Peckham ST.,
Plus 2 SamPleS Of Contaminated Soil From Older Landfill Northeast Of Present
Landfill (SHPACK):

15 Volatile Chemicals Were Detected In One Or MoreObservation Wells. "Eight Of The
Volatile Organics : Vinyl chloride, Chloroform, 1.2 - Dichloroethylene, Methylene
Chloride, Bromodichloromethane, Trichloroethylene, Benzene & Tetrachloroethylene
Exceed Human Health Criteria."
"These Volatile Organic Compounds Are Considered To Be Potential Carcinogens tf

Consumed In Drinking Water, Fish Or Shellfish."
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GHR ENGINEERS / March 25, 1980 (Continued)

"If A Chemical Is Suspected Of Being A Human Carcinogen, There Is No Recognized
Safe Concentration In Drinking Water Or Food Which Will Provide Absolute Protection
Of Human Health Except Zero."



The Norlon Patriot, July 19, 1979

DEBRIS. A report ISsued by the NRC ¢onlirmed that TI dumped
industrial waste at the Shpack property on Union Road.
Radioactive materials were also discovered at the site. Patriot
ohoto by Ron Baptista.



The Sun ,Chronicle Friday. Ju~e 2?. t980

Testing

Norton and slate officials take waler samples Ire;re
Charlley Pond. Norton. in sea~ch for traces of poss~b!e
radioactive contamination from the Schpacx dump
property From left are David Opatka Norton con-
servat:on director: Robert Fagan (kneelincj~ ol the s!ate
Deparlmof~t ot Public Health: Ga.ry Keegan sts!e
engir~eer, and Norton Health Agenl Jcseph Grimal~i

(Pholo by Frank Adam s,



At landfill
Char;es Eradrick of lhe Oak Ridge National Laboratory
crew uses probe to check ior surface rad;alior, on At
[leboro Landii;J Inc./and Friday.

(Pholo b~,, Flank AdamS~



!

Taking sample :

! .

: Workers on the team htred by the U.S. Department of
" Energy todetermine the e:~tent o[ radioactive con-

tandnatlon at the Shpack property in Norton Monday
take a ground water s~mple from the site. Sample was
taken by lowering a.water coltector into a hollow drill bit

¯ dt:illed four feet tnto the earth.
(Photo by Leo peloquin)



August24,2004 Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested

Mr. David O. Lederer
United States EPA -Region I
One Congress Street,
Boston, MA 02114-2023

RE: Comments on Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton/Attleboro, Massachusetts

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As the Chairman of the Shpack Steering Committee,t please accept this letter providing
comments on the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") Proposed
Plan for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site in Norton and Attleboro, Massachusetts (the
"Site") dated June 2004. The Shpack Steering Committee endorses EPA’s selected
remedy as documented in the Proposed Plan for the Site using Alternative SC-2B (the
"Preferred Alternative") that includes both (1) excavation of PCB, dioxin and
radiologieal material and (2) consolidation of residual materials that pose little or low
level risk beneath an onsite multi-barrier landfill cap. The Steering Committee
endorsement is based on the fact that the Preferred Alternative is distinctly superior when
compared to the other alternatives evaluated pursuant to EPA’s nine remedy selection
criteria. In this letter, we will set lbrth in greater detail the analysis supporting this
conclusion.

VISION FOR THE FUTURE

At the outset, we wanted to highlight the community benefits to be derived from the
appropriate implementation at the Shpack Site of the Preferred Alternative." These
benefits are substantial and include lhe following:

,, The Site, as remediated, will be protective of both human health and the
environment.

The Preferred Alternative is the most reliable from an implementability
perspective, has the fewest short-term negative impacts on both the community
and on-site workersand can be accomplished in the shortest period of time.

Presently the Shpack Steering Committee consists of Texas Instruments Incorporated, ConocoPhillips,
Keewanee Industries, Inc., and Swank, Inc.. The signatories lo the ACO not included in this response are
Handy & Harmon, Inc. and Waste Management, Inc.

This remedy could be implemented either by potentially respoasible parties under the terms of a Remedial
Design/Remedial Action Consent Decree or by EPA, as the remedial lead.

o~gm
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As an integral element of the remedy, the Site can be enhanced ecologically
through both careful wetland restoration and the planting of a native New England
wildflower meadow on the soil cap. Such meadows are currently scarce in New
England and provide much needed habitat for birds, butterflies and other
creatures, a number of which are rare or endangered. Combining an upland
meadow habitat with the adjacent wetlands offers even greater wildlife benefits.

In addition to planting the meadow, there can be wildlife enhancements designed
into the remedy such as bird nesting boxes, turtle nesting areas, perches for
raptors and strategically located brush piles for shelter.

Such an ecologically enhanced site will offer a community resource that is far
more valuable than a site for housing or agricultural uses. This is the case
because a network of nature trails and boardwalks for the benefit of the
Community can be constructed as part of the remedy implementation, together
with educational and interpretative signage, so that members of the community
may enjoy recreation in a unique natural setting. While housing and agricultural
uses are more readily available, such native meadowAvetland habitat is a scarce

¯ 3recreational resource.

Funding can also be made available to sponsor nature interpretation and
environmental education programming on the Site in conjunction with
environmental organizations (e.g., Massachusetts Audubon) and the local schools.

¯ The continuing integrity of the cap, the ecological enhancements and the
educational programming can be secured through a funded remedial trust.

The above benefits are not theoretical. Such a native New Engtandwildflower meadow,
together with associated wildlife enhancements, has been successfully implemented at the
ReSolve, Inc. Superfund Site in North Dartmouth, Massachusetts (Exhibit A). Moreover,
the Wildlife Habitat Council (WHC) of Silver Spring, Maryland, a non-profit
organization which encourages and helps to design and integrate ecological/wildlife
enhancements into Superfund remediation projects, has successfully assisted in the
incorporation of such enhancements into several major landfill remediation projects
(Exhibit B):

Thus, not only does the Preferred Alternative best satisfy EPA:s own remedy selection
criteria as highlighted in the Proposed Plan and this comment letter, but it offers the

This type of recreational resource is becoming ever more important in the face ofdevelopment "sprawl",
and it is consistent with the salutary planning objective of locating parks in natural settings which are
convenient to user population concentrations such as Attleboro. Also, less desirable uses such as landfills
were historically located near the borders of communities. A recreational and educational resource situated
on the former Shpack Landfill would reverse this unfortunate precedent by instead siting a valuable
community asset at the common boundary of Attleboro and Norton.
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community the shortest remedial time frame, with the fewest implementation risks and
very significant accompanying community benefits.

NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN’S NINE REMEDY EVAL UA TION CRITERIA

This section sets forth the nine remedy selection criteria used by EPA pursuant to the

National Contingency Plan ("NCP") to select the remedy for the Shpack Site and
summarizes the facts that provide compelling support for EPA’s selection of Alternative

SC-2B.

I. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

In the Proposed Plan, Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B are both stated to be protective of
human health and the environment. However, EPA has established a long-standing,

nationwide precedent for preferring consolidation of landfill materials and placement of
landfill caps at Superfund Landfill Sites such as Shpaek. Specifically, EPA’s own
regulations at 40 CFR 300.430 (a)(1)(iii)(B) of the NCP state that "EPA expects to use

engineering controls, such as containment, for waste that poses a relatively low long-term
threat...". Further EPA’s Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites
guidance (September ! 993, EPA 540-F-93-035)4recommends that containment (i.e,,

capping) be used at landfill sites such as Shpack that pose ’a relatively low long-term
threat" with ’a heterogeneous mixture of municipal waste frequently co-disposed with
industrial and/or hazardeus waste’. Consistent with its regulations and Presumptive
Remedy guidance, for over twenty years, EPA has approved the use of landfill caps at
Superfund Sites throughout the country’ as evidenced by the following:

Table t includes the results of a search of the EPA Records of Decision (ROD)
database identifying 149 Superfund Landfill Sites around the country where
landfill caps have been implemented as part of the selected remedy.

4 As stated in this Presumptive Remedy guidance document at page 1 :

Presumptive remedies are preferred technologies for common categories of sites,
based on historical patterns of remedy selection and EPA’s scientific and
engineering evaluation of performance data on technology implementation. The
objective of the presumptive remedy initiative is to use the program’s past
experience to streamline site investigation and speed up selection of cleanup
actions. Over time presumptive remedies are expected to ensure consistency in
remedy selection and reduce the cost and time required to clean up similar lypes of
sites. Presumptive remedies are expected to be used at all appropriate sites
except under unusual site-specific circumstances. (emphasis supplied).

It must be emphasized that, following the excavation of the Principal Threat wastes,
including the PCBs, dioxins and radiological materials, as called for by Alternative SC-2B,
there are no unusual site-specific circumstances affecting the Shpaek Site which would
distinguish it from the other Superfund Landfill Sites,at which the presumptive containment
remedies have been implemented.
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Table 2 includes the results of a search of the EPA ROD Region 1 Database
identifying 50 Superfund Landfill Sites in New England where caps have been
implemented as part of the selected remedy.

¯ Table 3 includes a sample selection of Superfund Sites having contaminants
similar to the Shpack Site that have been capped in all areas of the country.

It is important to note that Alternative SC-2B goes beyond capping by including
excavation of Principal Threat wastes (i,e., PCBs, dioxin and radiological material).
Alternative SC-2B thus thoroughly addresses both the health and environmental risks at
the Site.

Compliance with ARARs

As the Proposed Plan notes, both Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B are compliant with
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). However, Alternative
SC-2B best comports with published EPA guidance and related documents supporting the
effective implementation of ARARs, including:

Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (September 1993,
EPA 540-F-93-035) - As discussed above, this guidance establishes capping as
EPA’s preferred alternative for Low Level Threat wastes at Superfund Landfill
Sites such as the Shpack Site.

Rem’e of CERCLA Landfill and Containment Sites (September 1999, EPA 540-F-
99-015)- This fact sheet describes the implementation of EPA’s Superfund
Redevelopment Initiative at Superfund Landfill Sites. This initiative focuses on
finding productive uses for Superfund Sites following remedyimplementation.
As discussed above, once the cap is complete, the Shpack Site may bc
beneficially reused consistent with the goals of the Superfund Redevelopment
Initiative. For example, at page 3 of this document, it is observed that:

The historical practice of siting landfills in remote areas often
allows all or part of a landfill site to be used for future ecological
use. Wildlife enhancement areas and wetlands provide green space
and habitat for indigenous species, and often serve as a cost-
effective and design-friendly means of returning landfills to
beneficial use.

The Rote of Cost in the Superfund Remedy Selection Process (September 1996,
EPA 540-F-96-018)- This fact sheet outlines the CERCLA and NCP requirement
that ever5: remedy selected "must be cost-effective" (emphasis in the original).
As documented at 40 CFR 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D), a selected remedy is considered
cost effective if its ’costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness’. Ahernativc
SC-2B has the distinct advantages of offering greater net risk reduction benefits
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(see the discussion below) and comporting with EPA’s Presumptive Remedy
guidance, while Alternative SC-3B, lacks these advantages and is
disproportionately (almost twice the cost) expensive. Thus, Alternative SC-2B
must be selected in order to comply with CERCLA, the NCP and applicable
guidance.

3, Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative SC-2B provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. We fully concur
with EPA’s statement that landfill capping is a proven technology for effectively
eliminating exposure to chemical waste material over the long-term. Moreover, such
long-term performance can be even further assured through the beneficial site reuse
approach discussed at the outset of these comments. This is the case, because the creation
of a native New England wildflower meadow and wildlife habitat area, which, as
previously noted, can be maintained and supervised by a fully funded remedial Trust, will
help assure that the Shpack Site does not become an unsupervised "orphan". Instead,
institutional and engineering controls w(;uld continue to be monitored and enforced by
such a funded entity. Moreover, the communities themselves will have a positive stake in
the future of the Shpack Site since it will be a public recreational and educational asset.
In this connection, the Steering Committee understands that the community is concerned
about the possible installation of a chain-link fence surrounding the property, as it will
limit access for recreational activities such as nature walks, bird watching, etc. Given
the objective of transforming the Site into an attractive and useful recreational and
educational resource for the community, it most certainly will not be fenced off so as to
be inaccessible. Rather, the selected Alternative SC-2B remedy can incorporate the
installation of a rock wall or a post and beam fence (see Exhibit B) that would bc
aesthetically appealing and would allow for pedestrian access, while preventing access by
off-road vehicles.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

As stated in the Proposed Plan, both Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B achieve redudion of
toxicity, mobility or volume, although not through treatment. Specifically Alternative
SC-2B addresses Principal Threat waste at Shpack through excavation ofradiological,
PCB and dioxin material. In addition, the placement of a landfill cap under Alternative
SC-2B ensures that any residual Low Level Threat waste is secured safely beneath a cap
so as to eliminate any exposure pathway to community residents. In contrast, Alternative
SC-3B will leave residual impacted material below Preliminary Remediation Goals
(PRGs) in soil at the Shpack Site without the benefit of a cap. As a consequence, such
residual material could be mobilized in the future or accessed by community residents.
Moreover, while the uncapped residual material left under Alternative SC-3B may not in
and of itself at this time be deemed to be a threat to pub]ic health or the environment, our
collective understanding of risk changes over time, as do the regulations designed to
protect human health and the environment. Thus, it is possible that contaminant levels
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not considered to pose an unacceptable risk today could be deemed too risky in the
future, thus impairing both the protectiveness and permanence of Alternative SC-3B.
Finally, the presence of impacted source material present in the portions of the ALl
Landfill adjacent to the Shpack Site could recontaminate materials that are left uncapped
under Alternative SC-3B. Thus, the cap provided by Alternative SC-2B is likely to offer
greater long-term protection than that associated with Alternative SC-3B.

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative SC-2B would be implemented in the shortest time frame and have the least
impact on the community. Specifically, Alternative SC-3B requires excavation and
management of 24,000 cubic yards (yd3) more contaminated soil than Alternative SC-2B.
Therefore, ifAIternative SC-3B were to be implemented, it would require approximately
2,000 more truck trips to transport contaminated soil out of the local community, and an
additional 2,000 truck trips to import clean fill to the Site. Due to the potential for cross
contamination, it is not practical to utilize the same truck to bring in clean fill that is used
to transport contaminated material away from the Site. As shown on Figure 1, a likely
truck route along Route 140 to access the Shpack Site will bring these 4,000 trucks,
approximately one-half of which will be hauling contaminated material, past four
schools. In addition, the significantly greater quantities of materials to be excavated as
part of Alternative SC-3B would increase the potential for dust and/or volatile emissions
during remedy implementation, thereby increasing the risks to the community. This
increased risk is unwarranted given the fact that Alternative SC-2B is both protective and
ARAR compliant,s Indeed, this very issue was addressed in the landmark case of U.S.v.
Hardage_, 750 F. Supp. 1460 (D. Okla. t990) (see discussion below) where a Court
rejected a proposed excavation remedy, in favor ofa contaimnenl remedy, since the
excavation remedy presented "unacceptable risks to workers, to nearby residents, and to
the environment".

The same concerns with an extensive excavation-based remedy that were expressed by
the Court in the Hardage case were also articulated by EPA New England in evaluating
the short-term effectiveness and implementability of the alternative remedies considered
for Operable Unit I of the Raymark Industries, Inc. Superfund Site in Stratford,
Connecticut. This was an EPA remedial lead site where, as with the Shpack Site, an
excavation remedy (coincidentally identified as Alternative SC-3) was compared with a
capping remedy (identified as Alternative SC-2). In its Record of Decision for the
Raymark Site, EPA selected the capping remedy stating:

The use of appropriate engineering controls and personal protective
equipment is expected to minimize adverse impacts to the community and
workers, respectively. Earth moving activities (consolidation and

s These types of"severe effects across environmental media" are cited in applicable guidance as a situation

where containment may be used even to redress Principal Threats, let alone the Low Level Threats for
which containment is proposed by Alternative SC-2B. Rules of Thumb for Super fund Remedy Selection
(August 1997, EPA 540-R-97-013).
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backfilling) associated with Alternative SC-2 are expected to generate
some limited amounts of fugitive dust and vapor-phase VOCs, but would
be easily managed through engineering controls (such as wetting or use of
dust suppressants). Alternative SC-3 [excavation and off-site disposal]
would likely result in greater short-term impacts (e.g., generation of
increased dust and vehicular traffic) than SC-2 because of the excavation,
handling, and off-site transport of 21,000 cubic yards of highly
contaminated material contemplated under SC-3. Alternatives SC-4 and
SC-5 would involve much more excavation and materials handling and
would likely result in much greater fugitive dust and vapor-phase VOCs
generation than Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3. The control of fugitive dust
and/or vapor-phase VOCs for Alternatives SC-3 through SC-S
through common practices such as wetting or use of dust suppressants
becomes increasing more difficult as more contaminated materials are
excavated. This would result in added risks to workers and nearby
residents. (emphasis supplied). Raymark Industries, Inc. Operable Unit 1
Record of Decision, July 13, 1995 at pages 28-29.

Certain Stratford, Connecticut community members urged implementation of the
excavation remedy for the Raymark Site to which EPA responded in its Responsiveness
Summary as follows:

EPA prefers Alternative No. 2, capping, since it offers the best
combination of protecting human health in the short and long-term, can be
completed within a relatively short time period, is economically feasible
and implementable, and would result in less disturbance of highly
contaminated material and possible threats to nearby individuals during
implementation of the remedy. The excavation and off-site disposal may
create more problems than may be solved. Capping is a permanent
solution provided that there is periodic maintenance and it affords a level
of long-term protection appropriate to the future re-use of the property. I_d.
Responsiveness Summary at page 22.

Notably, the excavation remedy (SC-3) rejected at the Raymark Site involved the off-site
disposal of only 21,000 cubic yards, whereas the excavation contemplated by Shpack
Alternative SC-3 would involve the off-site disposal of over 24,000 additional cubic
yards.

Finally, it is also to be noted that the selection of Alternative SC-3B would trigger review
by EPA’s National Remedy Review Board. In accordance with EPA policy, this review
is required because Alternative SC-3B is estimated to cost (a) more than $30 million or
(b) more than $10 million and 50% greater than the cost of the least costly, protective,
ARAR-compliant alternative (i.e., Alternative SC-2B). Thisremedy review process
could further delay the implementation of a protective remedy at the Shpack Site.
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6. lmplementability

As described in the Proposed Plan, Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B are both potentially
implementable at the Shpack Site. However, Alternative SC-3B poses the multiple
implementability challenges and risks detailed above under "Short-Term Effectiveness",
including those risks cited by EPA in its Raymark Industries, lnc. Superfund Site
Operable Unit 1 Record of Decision. In addition, Alternative SC-3B would pose
significant structural engineering challenges in order to manage the excavation of
impacted material adjacent to the towering Attleboro Landfill, Inc. (ALl) landfill which
borders (and forms part of) the Shpack Site. Finally, from an implementability
perspective, Alternative SC-2B is consistent with EPA’s nation-wide implementation of
containment remedies at Superfund Landfill Sites.

Cost

As described in EPA’s Proposed Plan, the cost for Alternative SC-3B is almost twice that
of Alternative SC-2B. This additionai $27,000,000 cost associated with Alternative SC-
3B is in fact grossly disproportionate to the risk reduction, if any, achieved by
implementing this far more costly excavation alternative. Indeed, given the short-term
effectiveness and implementability concerns detailed above, it would appear that
Alternative SC-3B in fact will achieve less net risk reduction than Alternative SC-2B.
Furthermore, given the scope of this project, the potential for cos! overruns and
implementation delays would be far greater during the implementation of Alternative SC-
3B than it would be during the implementation of Alternative SC-2B, thereby further
increasing the already
disproportionate cost differential between the two remedial alternatives.

& State Acceptance

As documented in EPA’s Proposed Plan, the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (MA DEP) has reviewed and approved of the preferred cleanup
Alternative SC-2B.

9. Community Acceptance

The PRP Group recognizes that certain members of the community are opposed to the
Preferred Alternative as documented in the Proposed Plan. However, as with the
Raymark Site described above, it appears that such opposition is an inevitable part of the
process. Moreover, the statements made by certain commenters to the effect that
Alternative SC-2B is not protective and will leave the community with a toxic wasteland
are simply not accurate. First, as discussed above, capping is EPA’s established
presumptive remedy for Superfund Landfill Sites, and it is both protective and widely
used. Moreover, as is highlighted in these comments, Alternative SC-2B can be
implemented so as to result in the post-remediation Shpack Site being available to the
community as a valuable recreational and educational asset as opposed to a fenced
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wasteland. Indeed, the restoration of the impacted wetlands and the installation of a
native New England wildflower meadow, together wi’ch associated wildlife
enhancements, would be fully consistent with the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative’s
objective of returning contaminated sites to beneficial reuse.

Special Note Regarding the Waterline

In the Proposed Plan, it is stated that a waterline will be provided to two adjacent
residents. As we have discussed, if the two residences in question continue to use water
supply wells, then such a waterline would be necessary. However, if both of the adjacent
properties were made subject to restrictions prohibiting the use of groundwater, then in
such event the waterline would not be necessary. We respectfully request that EPA
provide appropriate flexibility in its Record of Decision so that such restrictions against
the use of groundwater or other means of eliminating the groundwater exposure pathway,
if duly implemented, could be substituted for the construction of the waterline, since they
would eLiminate the very risk that the waterline is designed to address.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, as discussed above, this is not the first time that the benefits of a
"containment" or capping remedy have been demonstrated to outweigh the risks and
shortcomings associated with a large-scale "excavation" remedy such as the one
proposed by Alternative SC-3B. In the seminal CERCLA case in which a court was
forced to evaluate remedial alternatives, U.S.v. Hardage, 750 F.Supp. 1460 (D.Okla.
1990), the U.S. District Court found that the containment remedy proposed by the
potentially responsible parties was "markedly superior" to the excavation remedy
proposed by EPA. 750 F.Supp. at 1463. The Court rendered this decision after carefully
considering the testimony of 45 trial witnesses, inspecting more than 470 exhibits, and
examining more than 8,000 pages of affidavits and deposition transcripts and 250 pages
of stipulations, all told, a record "totaling more than 150,000 pages." ld. The record
compiled in Hardage led the Court to conclude that the proposed excavation remedy
clearly "’would result in more contaminants being released through vapor and dust
emissions than will be released during construction" of the cap which, in turn, meant that
the excavation remedy would present "unacceptable risks to workers, to nearby residents,
and to the environment." Moreover, the Hardag_e_ Court found that the proposed landfill
excavation remedy relied on "approaches that are not cost-effective and that are
otherwise inappropriate," and did not satisfy the "standards for remedies that must protect
the public health and welfare and the environment." I__d. at 1480-82. ]’he Court further
recognized that all the risk and cost associated with the excavation remedy would be for
naught, because the Hardage site (like the Shpack Site) could "never be returned to its
prewaste disposal condition under any remedy." Id. at 1477.

Fortunately, the lessons learned through the lengthy litigation that led to the Hardage
decision need not be learned again here. The proposed Shpack remedy selected by EPA,
Alternative SC-2B, like the containment remedy selected by the court in Hardage,
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addresses "in a comprehensive way management of the wastes present" at the Shpack
Site. Id. at 1484. It does so by, among other things, removing both the radiologica] and
chemical waste that poses a high-level threat; consolidating, containing and capping the
low-level threat waste that will remain on-site; and restoring previously impacted
wetlands to their natural state.

Moreover, Alternative SC-2B is even more beneficial to the local community than was
the court-ordered remedy in Hardag_e. Unlike the Hardage site remedy, which the Court
admitted would not "make the site suitable for use by animals or humans in the
foreseeable future," Alternative SC-2B promises to create valuable amenities for the
residents of Norton and nearby towns, including a native New England wildflower
meadow and wildlife habitat, footpaths and other passive recreational resources, nature
interpretation and outdoor educational opportunities, and open space.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Shpack PRP Group fully supports Alternative SC-
2B, the remedial alternative selected by the EPA.

Sincerely,

Chairman
Shpack Steering Committee

cc: Shpack Steering Committee Members
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Figure 1 - Potential Truck Route for Contaminated Material
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Exhibit B - Bridgestone Superfund Site, Cecil County, MD
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Exhibit A - ReSolve, Inc. Superfund Site - North Dartmouth, MA
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Table 2 - Summary of Region I (New England) Superfund Landfills
USEPA Superfund Information Systems - Region I

Site Name State Site Type City
PARKER SANITARY LANDFILl. V-f NPL
HAVERHILL MUNICIPAL LANDFILl. MA NPL
BENNING~ION MUNICIPALSANITARY LANDFILL v-r NPI.
SUTTON BROOK DISPOSAL AREA M A NPL
IRON HORSE PARK MA NPL
TROY MILLS LANDFILL NH NPL
CENTRAL LANDFILL RI NPI.
LAUREL PARK, INC. CT NPL
BEACON HEIGHTS LANDFILL or NPL
I.ANDFILL AND RESOURCE RECOVERY. INC. (L&RR) RI NI’L
DAVIS {GSR) LANDFILL RI NPL
BFI SANITARY LANDFILL VT NI’L
.�~OMERSWORTH SANITARY LANDFILL NH NPI.
OLD SOUTHINGION LANDFILl. CT NPL
WINTHROP LANDFILl. ME NPL
CHARLFS,..GEORGE RECLAMATION TRUST LANDFILL MA NPL
BARK! tAMSTED-NEW I IARTFORD LANDFILL CT NVL
ROSE HILL REGIONAL LANDFILL RI NPL
COAKI_EY LANDFILL Nit NPL
SACO MUNICIPAL LANDFILL ME NPL
BURGESS BROTHERS LANDFILl_ VT NPI.
NEW LONDON SUBMARINE BASE CF NPL
DOVER MUNICIPAl. LANDHLL NH NI’L
AUBURN ROAD LANDFILL NH NPL
SCOVILL INDUSTRI AL LANDFI1.L CT NPL
NEWI’ORT N AVAL EDUCATION/TRAINING CENTER RI NPL
WEST KINGSTON TOWN DUMP/UR] DISPOSAl. AREA RI NPI_
OLD SPRINGFIELD LANDFILl. VT NPL
POWNAL TANNERY VT NPL
PETERSON/PURITAN. INC. RI NPL
PORTSMOUTH NAVALSHIPYARD ME NPL
BRUNSWICK NAVAL AIR STATION ME NPL
DAV1SVILLE NAVAL CONSTRUCTION BATrAIAON CENTER RI NPL
SALEM ACRES MA . NPL
SOUTH WEYMOUT1 t NAVAL AIR STATION MA NPL
PEAS]" AIR FORCE BASE NI I NPL
LURING AIR FORCE BASE ME NPL
STAMINA MILLS, INC. R] NPL
FORT DEVENS,-SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX MA NPL
OTIS AIR NATIONAL GUARD BAS~/CAMP EDWARDS MA NPL
FORT DEVENS MA NPL
W. R. GRACE & CO., INC,(ACI’ON PLANT) MA NPL
HOCOMONCO POND MA NPL
SULLIVAN~ LEDGE MA NPI,
HANSCOM FIELD/HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE MA NPL
NYANZA CHEMICAL WASTE DUMP MA NPL
NUCLEAR METALS MA NPL
FLETCHER’S PAINT WORKS & STORAGE NH NPL
MILTONIA MANAGEMENT INC.(GREENE TANNERY} NH BF
RAYMARK INDUSTRIES CI NPL

Ly~donville
Haverhill
Bennington
-rewksbuD,
North Biilerica
Troy
Johnston
Naugatuck
Beacon FalL~
North Smithfield
GlocesleJr and Smithfield
Rockirtgham
5omersv, mrth
Southing3on
Vdinthrop
Tyngsborough
Barkhamsted
South Kingstown
Greealanfl and North I[ampton
Saco
Woodford and Bermington
Groton and Ledyard
Dover
Londonderry
Wa terbu ry
Newport, Middletoven, Portsmt~u th, and lamestuwn
South Kingstown
sr, m, znekt
North Pow~al
Cumberland and Lincoln
Kittery
Brunswick
North Ki~gstown
Salem
We)mouth and Abington and RocKlar~d
Portsmouth, Newington, and Greenland
I.irnestone
North Smithfield
Sudbury and M~)’nard and Hudson and Stow
Falmouth and Bourne and Sandwich and Mashpee
Shirley, Ayer, Lancaster, Harvard
Acton, Concord
Westborough
New Bedford
Bedford, and Concord and Lexington and Lincoln
Ashland
Concord
Milford
Milton
Stratford
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Table I - Summary of Superfund Landfills Nationwide
USEPA Supeo~und Information Systems - Records of Decision

Site Name
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND (EDGEWCYOD AREA).. EDGEWCK)D MD
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND (EDGEWOOD AREA) EDGEWOOD MD ’
ADAK NAVAL AIR STATION ADAK AK
AIRCO CALVERT CiTY KY
ALLIED I’APER,"INC./PORTAGE cREE’]Z/KALAMAZOO RIVER KALAMAZOO MI
ALLIED PAPER, INCI/P(SRTAGE CREEK/KALAMAZ(.X3 RIVER KALAMAZOO MI
AMOCO CHEMICALS 00~E1" LANDFI,LL) JOLIET ]L-=
ARMY CREEK LANDFILL NEW CASTLE DE
AUBURN ROAD LANDFILL DL)NDONDERR’Y NH
B.F. GOODRIC1 t CALVERT CITY KY
BARKHAM,S-FED-NEW HARTFORD iJ~.NDFII.L BA RKHAMSTED CT
BATAVIA LaN6’FllJ. BATAVIA NY
BEACON HEIGHTS LANDFILL BEACON FALLS C-f
BERKLE-Y PRODUC’I’S CO. DUMP DEN~/ER PA
BERKS LANDFII[L SPRING TOWNSHIP PA
BRANTLEY LANDFILL ISLAND KY
BRoOKHAVEN N’ATIONAL LABORATORY !USDOE} " UPTON NY
CALDWELL TRUCKING CO. FAIRFIELD NJ
CAMP PENDLEIOI~ MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON CA
C A~’LE AIR’FoRcE B ,AS, E (6 AREAS) MERCED CA
CENTRAL LANDFILL fOHNB~TON’ RI
CHARI..FAB.GEC)RGE RECLAMATION TRUb~f LANDFILL TYNGSBOROUGH MA
CITY I~ISPOSAL CORP, LANDFILL DUNN WI
7COAKLEY I.ANDFILL "’ ’ N~DRTH HAMPTON Nit
C(~AL CREEK AKA ROSS ELECI"RIC ’ ’ CHEHAIAS WA
COMBE FILL SOUrI’H LANDFILL CHESTER TOWNSHIP NJ
COSHOCFON LANDFILL FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP OH
DAV1SVtLLE NAVAL CONSTRUCTION BATt’AI.ION CENTER NOR’I] 1 KINGS,’OWN RI "
DOUGLASS R0A’ D/UN I ROY AI., INC_, [.AN DFI L L

M [SHAWAKA I N
DOUGLASS ROAD/UNIROYAl., INC., I.ANDFILI. " MISHAWAKA IN
DUELL & GARDNER LANDFILL DALTON TOWNSHIP MI

E.]. DO PONT DE NEMOURS & CO., INC. (NEWPORT PIGM’ENT .PLANF LANDFILL) NEWPORT DI-."
EASTERN DIVERSIFIED’M~ETALS " ’ HOME’.[OWN PA
EL TORO MARIIqE CORPS AIR .STATION ELTORO CA
*ENDICOTT VILLAGE WEt~I. FIELD VILLAGE OF ENDICOTr NY
ENVIROCHEM CORP. ’ ’ ZIONSX~iLLE tN

FAIRCHILD AIR FORCt;. BASE (4 WASTE AREAS) SI~KANE WA

FEED MATERIALS PRODUCTION CENTER (USD()E) FERNALD OH
[FORT [)EVENS FORT DEVENS MA
:FORT DEVENS FORT DEVENS MA

, J SUDBURY MA’"
~>EM BERTON TOWNSHIP

FORT DEVENS-SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX

GLOBAL SANITARY LANDFILL
GLOBAL SAN1T,~I~Y LANDFILL

GOULD, INC.

GREEN RIVER DISPOSAL, INC.
GRIFFISS AIR FORCE BASE (11 AREAS)

GRIFFIS,% AIR FORCE BASE {]t AREAS)
GRIFFISS AIR FORCE BASE (21 AREAS)
H.OD. I-4NDFILL

HANSCOM FIELD/HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE
HIPP5 ROAD LANDFILL ......

11(.~OMONCO POND

t2IOOKER (102ND STREET)
IDAHO NATIONAL FA~GINEERING LABORATORY (USDOE)

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LAN’[)FILL
LSLiP MUNICIPAL’SANITARY LAIqDFH.I.

City

FORT WAINWRIGHI
OLD BRIDGE TowNsHIP

OLD BRIDGE TOWNSHIP
PORTLAND

MXcro
RoME

~)ME
ROME

ANTIOCH
BEDFORD

DuvAL COU NS~"
W ,ES’rBOROUGH

NIAGARA FALLS
IDAHO FALLS

UNIONTO’WN

ISLiP
A(SKSONVILLE NAVAL AIR STATION JACKSONVILLE

ANESV1LLE ASH BEDS IANESVILLE
ANESVILLE OLD LANDF[I,I. JANF.SVILLE
OLll~r ARMY AMMUNITION PI.ANT (LoAD-~x~_qSEMBLY-PACKING AREA) )(~I.IET

State

AK
NJ
NJ
OR

KY
NY
N¥

NY

IL
MA

FL
MA

NY
ID

OH

NY
FL

W1
Wl

II.
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Table 1- Summary of Superfund Landfills Nationwide
USEPA Superfund Information Systems - Records of Decision

Site Name

JOLIET ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT [MANUFACTURING AREA) ....

UNCOS LANDFII.L

K&L ,(VENUE LANDF]LL
K&I. AVENUE LANDFILL

KOHLER CO. LANDF[LL

LAKE SAND’~’JO (M&M LANDFILL)
LAUREL PARK, INC.

LEES LANE LANDFtLL
LORING AI R FORCE BASE

LORING AIR FORCE BASE

lOWRY LANDFILL

MARION (BI~GG) DUMP
MASTER DtSrOSAL SERVICE LANDFILL

MA11tER AIR FORCE BASE (AC~W D1SPOSAL 5[’~E)

City

JUNCOS
OSHTEMO TOWNSHIP

OSFrTEMO TOWNSt lIP

KOHLER
GA RY

NAUGATUCK BOI~OUGN

LOUISVILLE
LIMF~TONE

LIMES"TONE

AURORA
MARION

BROOKF[ELD
MATHER

!ME[AMORA LANDFILL META MORA

blETAMORA LANDFILL METAMOKA

MK]-iIGAN DISPOSAL SERVICE (C(]RK STREET LANDFILL) KALAMAZOO
MID-SOUTH WOOD PRODUCTS MENA

MIG/DEWANE LANDFILL "’ BELVIDERE

M[NOT lANDFILL MINOT
MODERN SANH’ATION LANDFILL LOWER WINDSOR TWP
MOFFFTI’F NAVAL AIR STATION ’ MO~ FIELD

MOFFETT NAVAL A1R STATION MOFFETT FIELD

MC~LEY ROAD SANITARY LANDFILL OKLAHOMA CITY

N.W. MAUTHE CO., INC. APPLETON
NAVAL AIR STATION, WH[DBEY ISlAND (AULT ’FIELD) WHIDBEY ISLAND

NAVAL AIR STATION, WHIDBEY ISLAND !AULT FIELD) WHIDBEY ISLAND
NAVAL TRAINING CENTER BAINBRI DGE

NAVAL WEAt~ONS STATION EARLE (SUE A)

NEAL~ LANDFILL (BI.OOM [NGTON,)
NEWPORT NAVAL EDUCATIOb] & TRAINING CENTER

NIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE

NORFOLK NAVAL BASE (SEWEII~S POINT NAVAL COMPLEX)
NORTH SEA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL

NORTHSiDE LANDFILl. -"

OLD I~ETHP AGE LAN DFILL

OLD NAVY DUMP/MANCH~[ER LABORATORY (USEPA/NOAA)

BAINBRIDGE

COLTS NECK

BLOOMINGTON
NEWI~RT

WHEATFIELD’ ’

NORFOLK
NORTH SEA

SPOKANE
OYSTER BAY

MANCH,E~I~R

State
[L

PR

MI
MI

WI

IN

KY

ME
ME

CO
IN

WI

CA
MI

M]

M]
AR

IL
ND

PA
CA

CA

OK
WI

WA

WA

MD
NJ
IN
RI
NY

VA
NY

WA
NY
WA

OLD SOU3"HINGTON LANDFILL .... SOLrFHINGT~3N CT
ORDNANCE WORKS DISPOSAL AREAS MOI~GANTOWN W3/

MORGANTOWN WV

MORGANTOWN WV

AGANA GU
DALTON TOWNSHIP MI "

ROCKFORD IL
PORTSMOUTH/NEW[NGTON NH

PLA-IcrsBu RGH NY
PLATTSBU RGH NY
PLATTSBURGH NY
PLATTSBURGH NY
INDIAN iSLAND WA

I~ORT WASHINGTON NY
RED OAK IA

PEEWEE VALLEY KY
MIDDLETON W]

JEFFERSON BOROUGH

ORDNANCE WORKS DISPOSAL AREAS

ORDNANCE WORKS DISPOSAL AREAS
ORDOT LANDFILL

OTY/STORY/CORDOV A CHEM [CAL CO.
PAGELS PIT

PEASE AIR FORCE BKSE
PLATFSBURGH AIR FORCF BASE
PLA3-1"SBURGH AIR FORCE BASE

PI.A3-J’SBURGH AIR FORCE BASE
I’LATYSBURGH AIR FORCE BASE

P OR1" | [ADL~K DETACHMEN3 (USNAVY)
PORt WASHINGTON LANDFILL
RED OAK CITY t,ANDFILI~
RED PENN SANITATION CO. LANDFH.L

REFUSE HIDEAWAY LANDFILl.

ROCKWELL tNTERNATIONA [. coRP. (ALLEGAN PLANT)

RF~IN DISPOSAL PA
RIPON CITY LANDFILL FOND DU LAC COUN3~r WI

ALLEGAN MI
SOUTH K IN ~--S’TOWN RI

DALLAS TX
CARTERVILLE

EXCELq[OR

ROSE tIILL REGIONAL LANDFIll.

R-SR CORPORATION

SANGAMO ELECFRIC DUMP/CRAB ORCHARD NATtONAL WILDLIFE P~EFUGF
SAUK COUNTY LANDFILL

SINCL.AIi< REFINERY WELLSVILLE

Ik

WI
NY
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Table I - Summary of Superfund Landfills Nationwide
USEPA Sulaerfund Information Systems -Records of Decision

Site Name
~MITH’S FARM

SMUGGLER MOUNTAIN

.~OUTI] BRUNSWICK LANDFILL
SPARTA LANDFILL

5PICKLER LANDFILL
,%’As~u/k~ LANDFILL

SYOSSET I_ANDFtLL
]’EX-T|N CORP.

TOMAH MUNICIPALSAN]TARY I.ANDFILI.

]’ULALIP LANDFILL

BROOKq

ASPF2�
SOUTH BRUNSWICK

SVARTA TOWNSHIP

SPENCER
N~4/U~ TOWNSHIP

OYSTER BAY
TEXAS CITY

TOMAH

MARYSWr-£E
U NI’rED SCRAP LEAD CO., INC. TROY

WALSH LANDFILL 1 tONE~’BROOK TOWNSHIP

WARWICK LANDFILL WARWICK

WA.~I’F~ iNC., LANDFILL /MICHIGAN CITY

wAUCONDA SAND & GRAVEL WAUCO~)’A

WAYNE WASTE OIL COLUMBIA CITY

Wl uTE] lOUSE 0IL PiTS WHYI’EHOUSE
W|LDCA~" LANDFILL DOVER

WINDOM DUMP WINDOM

WOODSTOCK MUNICIPAL LANDFILL WOODSTOCK

WOODSTOCK MUNICIPAL [.ANDF[I.[. WOODS’I’OCK

WRIGHT-PATtERSON AIR FORCE BASE .... DAYT0~t

WR1G] tT-PA’I-I’ERSON AiR FORCE-B’ASE ....... DAYTON

State
KY
CO

NJ
M!
WI

PA

NY
Tx
WI

WA

OH
t’A

NY

lN
’i/.
]N
FL
DE

MN

1L
IL

OH
01!

h~tp:/ /cfpub~e~a~g~v~su~err~ds/srch~cfm?keys=~andfiH%2~ca~ping&~rsfrime=Yes&CF~D~536~485&CFI~KE~=57469154
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/AttIeboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

:-¢O
q

o~

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy.", It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in-the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,

EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any rote in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC:3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaamre

Print Name

Address Y s ._/yc’/eAc ezg

~E

bo



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpaek Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (I-fBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
oft.he Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this commtmity the peace of
mind they deserve.

S SS_ignatur e

Print Name
V



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

¯ . To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (H-BO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No I2ter Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility~& burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfi.md Site.. NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave kederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - i 291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’.’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
lfcommurfty acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative sC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name

Address

¢.



Comments to The US EPA on tim June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttIeboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02 ! t 4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the Meanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

-- 

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my finn opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Sianature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo.Ced Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superftmd Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~mature

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process fbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these conmlents, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature ~ .

Print Name t~,,a~. J IA.)



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supeffund Site, Norton/Att|eboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant futtu:e.
In the lace of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this conmmrfity the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, .inthe near and distant furore.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plma For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortonlAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my finn opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ~eleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is

¯ therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these conm~ents, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address t

t-



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite l t 00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline- Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617)918- 129t, No Later 1ban Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Envimumental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
AJtemative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this eommuniU the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address ’ ~ /L~’//~,>.¢/# ~./c,WZ.

A)c/,woo#



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup:
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will a! long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

./



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which wilI at tong last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name "~’]4~,~ ¢... (~,~c:,,.,,~-,’~_

Address -’~. 7 R"]@

,y



Comments to ]’he US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortontAttteboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite l 100 (I-IBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objeetionabIe is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any rote in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this eontrnunity the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name



Comments to The US EPA on the Jtme 2004 Propo¢ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’.’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong lasL give residents of this cornmtmiW the peace of
mind they deserve.

_SbTaature

Print Name 4/O



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttteboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St,, Suite 1 I00 0-I130)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

S.i~mture    ~Dg-------------- 

Print Name ~_lODr-/C.k~ I) C~ ~)I~,

Address

1

Fv-c .g4c.l



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of deating with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process tbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~aature

Print Name    ~-.b/dJ b[~ D~ i/~)

Address ]6 0JC’-~)~)Ut-)



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supeffund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress SI., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for masons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Siermture

Print Name ~Sh ~’�_. OO,-iq’(1[(_)

Address ~ 0~0~ ~iF~[~



Comments to The ~JS EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supefftmd Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (H-BO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (6]7) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide ’~permanence’" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortorgAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm 9pposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup~

of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future,
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process lbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these commenls, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this commtmity the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (t-~O)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedyv. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

;



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for masons too numerous to de~it
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name / ~ "~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (/4-I30)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
E PA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible_
If commtmity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signat;Jre ....

Print N e.-me

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (IIBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - I29I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inlthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these conunents, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents ofthis communi~ the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~_nature  

- 7___i- - ’,..3

c .,et a .pc., _1_



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Phan For the CIeanup of
J-be Shpack Superfund Site, Norton]Avdeboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (}~q30)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1297l, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detai]
here. Most objectionable is tke fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remed~~.’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
si~e, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with i,, in the near and distant f~ture.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If c..ommunil5’ acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these commen:s, and selecz
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community ",he peace of
mind they deserve.

J
 -------- 

 

Si~:namre

PrLn~ Name
P b  o-y

Address

4"



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttteboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I 1 O0 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the To,an of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
if community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature -------- 

Print Name gsrnA  lt0t4-

Address

4"



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortorYAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 t4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9 t 8 - 129 t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25,. 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~namre

Print Name

Address ~ "-ti~tJIt-)(’[-*-. -~l./e* , ~t- I t’Q...



Comments to The US EPA on the Jane 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 0tBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

.Signature

4



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 t00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

. August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If commurfity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process lbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaelc please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature ---- 

Print Namej
<A

Address qq /QX}/t~ /OZ "~<(~[ (f.

i
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supeffund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, Augusl 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August :2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objecliormble is the fact tiffs option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a ~ill contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant lucre.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agec~cy made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community ~eeptsnee, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
ARemative SC-3b, which will at long Imp, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

/
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Comments to The US EPA on thc June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supcrfxmd Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite l I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmm’ked By Wednesday, -August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 91g - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing Io express ray fu-m opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred allcrnative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton wihh a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for 1he
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these commems, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

....
Print Name
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack SuperTmad Site, Norton/Attlebom, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02 ! 14
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unac~ptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It World leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town.
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community ~eeptanee, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and ~elect
Alternative SC-3b, which witl at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supeffund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "pemasnence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

/

Pririt Name

<,,,/- o,,



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite t 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, :2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is tmaceeptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’.’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
A|ternafive SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9t8 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

1 am writing to express my finn opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for ",.he "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents oft_his community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name

o>. o3s

...................... ~ .......................



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 OtBO)
Boston, MA 021t4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
Ifcommurlity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpaek Superfimd Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

! ~,-n writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility. & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
tf community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name Ci7%oL 17, J#,?TA TU

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (I-/BO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents oft.his community the peace of
mind they deserve.

S i .~;nature--------------------- 
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Siga,ature

Print Name
, /-’.{"



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortorgAttteboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

_Si.e;nature ------------------------------------------ 
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Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - I291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy;’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,

EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
Ifcommtmity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature

Address I,%  o..od
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortort/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite t 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Sienature

Print Name C_ Uboa.- e- 

Address

/



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For tile Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U_S. EPA
One Congress St,, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’;. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Address _l ~ ..... <O+e.e.,c ~’t--
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave t.ederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (I-t330)
Boston, MA 02t 14
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC,3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

----- -- 

Simaature   
1

Print Name



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propot~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nonon/Atlleboro, M.A

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 OtBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 200,1

August 2004

I am writing to express my fu’m opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve. ,¢B

--- --- - ------ -------------- /,---- ------ -
-----------
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supeffund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup:
of the Shpack Superfund Site,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedyv. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens &dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address cx �_-



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoC, ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortorgAttleboro, lVIA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my f’trm opposition to the EPA’s pmpor, ed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpaek Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasonstoo numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy-". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si.maatur----------------- 
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
Tile Shpack Superftmd Site, Norton]Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 t00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617)918- 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Aug-ust 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed ptan for the ’cleanup:
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature

Print Name

Address i a-7 ........



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Laler Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’.’. tt would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve. .../-- .....

Simaature -

/

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process tbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these conunents, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.         /

Simaamre -------------- 
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Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedyv. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which wilt at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature

Address

7f57sALh  jO.o/q



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 0q330)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant furore.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

f
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoDed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite i 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 t4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my finn opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & bitrdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course ofaction, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

.,,.,. % ,./, U.x_ ...."__a



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

1 am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant fuatre.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)

¯ Boston, MA 02 ! 14
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant furore.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortor,JAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617)918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy.". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Day e Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (H-BO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Augast 2004

I am v,riting to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ~cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’;. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature ~_



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If commtmity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address



Comments to The US EPA on flae June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cteanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortonfAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 i 4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedyC It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in-the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC,3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind lt~ey deserve.

//



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, Auga~st 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred ahernative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant furore.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community, acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114.
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than.Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

! am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signa~tre ~    --- 



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 t 4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative sC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Pnnt Name ~O,..ro,_ ~ 3inclo, ir

Address c Mn ozo3 



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propot, ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S_ EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, Augusl 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

S_jgnature

Address h, Gc-ck_

/::=rc.m ~t;,~ r’,’,,4 o’-2~3oe



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site: NorterffAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made 1o the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

S__~ature

Address ~ "-~re~ ~__., ~’%,,t



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortorgAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve,

/4/ePrintName /~ . /’1oF ¢,~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 t00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9I 8 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Augusl 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative sC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name L_~/,~ OL ~_~q r3 C.~t (-

Address ~. ~)’-kA~ M C_-/F’C~ (
4



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoaed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, Norton/Atlleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite t 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline- Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred Mternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 I4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9t8 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy", It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community’ the peace of
mind they deserve.

,Signaan-e

PrintName ~_...~c,,~ S ;nc_.~ca:C

Address qo ~--}e;$[ /....rq



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norto~Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address ~i> l/t/’~/] e.m 1/-"~ --9/t’-



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propof, ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - t29t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too ntnnerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in’the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they dese---- 

Signature ~/I _--- 

)/    .
PnntName



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed PIan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

-Io Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 0arBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9 t 8 - 129 I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

1 am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’.’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant furore.
in the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name ~’/,,d c,,~q/,t"

Address it/,)"’- ?,�.j~,-wJ’e.,./c.e //-/{6~,~/



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NoriordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (}H30)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup;
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

- -- --
---

-----------------," h,--------  

PrintName /_.--v’~f~ /"/~. ¢G~/dZ-

/-
" _    ,¢iz 

I



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortort/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~.nature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which wilt at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signa~u-e

Print Name ,,~,~.~’Z- dg/,OC//~ zf’-

Address ,-2-0 /.~.,~’~a/~ ~’~’-7-"    O’-,T ’

o/7  o



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortonlAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U,S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (I-f330)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129 I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaatur~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

7i"o Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St, Suite 1100 (ItBO)
Boston, MA 02 t 14
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, ptays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I t00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129 I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

.Signature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the CIeanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton]Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U,S, EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

t am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superftmd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si gTtat-ure

Print Name
ii, f

Address f’~7 /’~ ~--~’~-’A/’TJ ~"

a3



Comments to ]’he US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U_S. EI’A
One Congress St., Suite I i 00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for masons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’:. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at tong last, give residents of this community, the peace of
mind they deserve.

Sia~aature

Print Name f~) 57"- 0//(-,/~----~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo$ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face ofthe promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve,

Sianature~

Address 2q e~,’r’-;l~a3--~,-, ~6’_



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norlon/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future,
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course ofactiort, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Au~st20~

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process lbr the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

 not  mo -----, e-5



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918- 129l, No Later Than Wednesday, Augusl 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "’remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~_nature

,...7 D <2._._



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (6t7) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealinjg with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Simaature

Address

,¢



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propo~d Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my fn’m opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’:. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

 

t

Address ~. [3 ~.0C¢._.0 ~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (tIBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 9t8 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments,, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name ./~1 ,l,J tq" g.

Address v..~a ~a ~ -d~’~’~_.~--_._ ~/0 / /r~ d f--



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propoged Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Site, NortordAttteboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite I I00 (ItBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name
!

Address
0



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1 I00 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpaek Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy~’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Si~mature

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supefftmd Site, l’qortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfimd Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy:’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these commems, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

Print Name
1

Address

¯ -- U
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Propof, ed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortort/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Supeffund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "’permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature
- ¯ °

/

I



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
DeadLine - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3 b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

PH.ntN "ne [)ANI L tl lgY4107--



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortort/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative [SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, inthe near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

--- 

Sienature -"{------------- 



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, NortordAttleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 021 I4
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

t am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the "cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature

/ "



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfimd Ske, Norton/Artleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (I-fBO)

Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, Augu~’t 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129t, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Aagust 2004

I am ,,wiring to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Supeffund Site.
EPA’s preferred edtemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to de’~l
here. Most objectionable is the fact th.is option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore 9ol a "remedy". tt would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and dist~mi future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If commurtity acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for "the
cleanup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which wilt at long last, give residents of this commu.rfiry the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name

Ad . s Z q
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite t 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 129I, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

Auga~st 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy". It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays may role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

J

Print Name

Address



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Artleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite ! 100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

f-am writing f5 express’my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for th, "cleanu~ ¯
of the Shpack Superfund Site,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’-’. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibiliD, & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
in the face of the promise the Environmental Pro~ecfion Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cl.eaaup of Shpaek, please give serious consideration to these comments, ~d select
Atternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this cornmurfiry the peace of
mind they deserve.

w: ila

Address ~ ~i~ ~



Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 PropoSed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supergmd Site, NortorgAttleboro, MA

. To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 0t-BO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - I291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

1 am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ’cleanup"
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide "permanence" and is
therefore not a "remedy’:. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve_

Signature

Print Name ;,/, .....

Address /~.O"j

/
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H~ATHER A. ORAF, COORDINATOR

CITIZENS ADVISORY SHPACK TEAM
229 N. Worcesttr St.
Norton, MA 02766
FAX (508) 226 - 2835 ... ¯ "
Phone (508) 226 - 0898

FAX

TO:

FAX: 6’t’f- q t~, ~,,X~"    P^Q~S~_<" ,XI~,>~--
PHONE:_ _ _ DATE: _

RE: SHPACK TOXIC WASTE DUMp, SOPERFUND SlI~
NORI;ON/ATIV~EBORO~MA

~u~t I~or R~’v~w
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